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Comment Summary Response: 

EPA Comments 

1.  Comment:  EPA in submitting the comments on the draft document reserved the right to 
address additional concerns that were not discovered during the 60+ day comment period 
provided due to time constraints. 
Response:  Louisiana believes that the Regional Haze SIP is an ongoing project to reach the 
mandated goal of pristine natural visibility by 2064.  As such, Louisiana welcomes comments at 
any time but reserves the right to include answers to comments in the 5 year review as the data 
available at that time may make the concern moot. 
 

2. Comment: The SIP contains a citation error at the top of page ES-3 of the executive summary, 
and at the top of page 2-1 of chapter 2, in which Section 51.308(e) is incorrectly referenced as 
Section 50.308(e). 
Response:  This citation error has been corrected. 
 

3. Comment:  LDEQ should ensure, with the submittal of the final SIP, demonstrates it has 
followed the requirements of Appendix V to Part 51.  Region 6 also suggests that LDEQ edit the 
paragraph “Public Notice” on page 2.1 to include a reference to Appendix V of Part 51.  Lastly, 
Region 6 suggests documentation showing that Louisiana complied with Appendix V of Part 51 
be included in SIP Appendix A (Public Notice and Participation) of the final SIP submittal. 
Response:  LDEQ has complied with every aspect of the public notice and hearing components 
of Appendix V of Part 51.  A copy of all required documents is included in Appendix A as 
required of the final document. 
 

4. Comment: In general, LDEQ should ensure that it has specifically addressed each requirement of 
Section 51.308, even if it feels specific requirements do not apply or appear to be self evident.  It 
is suggested that a checklist be used for this purpose.   
Response: LDEQ has made every attempt to respond to each of the requirements.  A copy of the 
checklist provided by Region 6 to the CENRAP States is included in Appendix J. 
 

5. Comment:  All graphs and charts with color coded lines and bars should be reproduced in color, 
as black and white reproduction does not allow the identification of the individual items.  This 
should be ensured in both the printed and electronic versions of the SIP, including all 
appendices. 
Response:  LDEQ has complied with this request. 
 

6. Comment:  In Chapter 4, LDEQ cites Section 51.302(b)(2) when it references its obligation to 
consult with the Federal Land Managers instead of 51.308(i). 
Response:  This citation error has been corrected. 
 

7. Comment:  LDEQ should change the font on page 5-3 concerning the light extinction algorithms 
to make it more readable. 
Response:  LDEQ has tried to comply with this request, albeit to no avail.  We apologize for the 
inconvenience. 
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8. Comment Part 1:  EPA suggested that since the model used substituted data from the Gulfport 
MS site, that LDEQ should explore the possibility of using something other than the application 
of a single linear correlation between the Gulfport and Breton data.  EPA feels that the 
correlations could then be used to construct conservative data, which would then be averaged 
to obtain the current conditions.   
Response Part 1:  All parties concerned, including LDEQ, EPA, FLMs and CENRAP modelers, 
discussed the possibilities at the time the model runs were made and agreed that this approach 
was the best suited at the time.   

Comment Part 2:  LDEQ should also consider using the updated analysis that CIRA recently 
conducted with the IMPROVE committee that updated natural conditions using substituted data 
for missing measurements.  
Response Part 2:  LDEQ acknowledges the problem of having weak monitoring data.  With the 
submission of the 5-year report, LDEQ commits to review the calculation of current conditions, 
reconstruct the uniform rate of progress, and proactively make all assessments required under 
40 CFR 51.308(g) and (h), including a diligent re-assessment of the reasonable progress goals as 
required by 51.308(h)(3) and (4). 
 

9. Comment:  LDEQ should provide more documentation than the summary presentation of the 
Breton/Gulfport data substitution exercise and the resulting calculations of the baseline 
conditions contained in Appendix C.  This should include actual spreadsheets, calculations, 
worksheets, etc used to support this calculation. 
Response:  See response to Comment 8. 
 

10. Comment:   On page 5-4, LDEQ states that the new IMPROVE equation was used to construct 
the natural visibility condition.  Although Appendix B was referenced, no information was found 
there that supports this calculation.  LDEQ should supply any spreadsheets, calculations, 
worksheets, etc. used to support his calculation. 
Response:  The CENRAP contractor originally calculated natural background for Breton.  The 
spreadsheets, calculations, worksheets, etc. were never supplied to any of the CENRAP states.  A 
spreadsheet which illustrates the steps the contractor used can be found at the end of this 
document. 
 

11. Comment:  LDEQ should indicated how it will satisfy Section 51.308(d)(4)(v), which states “the 
implementation plan must provide for the reporting of all visibility monitoring data to the 
Administrator at least annually for each mandatory Class I Federal area in the state.  To the 
extent possible, the State should report visibility monitoring data electronically.” 
Response:  LDEQ reports all monitoring data to EPA as required by 40 CFR 58.16.  LDEQ has no 
operational control over this IMPROVE monitor.  This monitor is operational under the control 
of the Department of the Interior.  The Interior should report annually to the Administrator. 
 

12. Comment:  The following two comments deal with Section 51.308(d)(4)(v) concerning the 
Emissions Inventory (EI) data— 

(a) It appears that all the EI data in the above webpage that pertains to the RH SIP is also 
included in the RH SIP as Appendix D.  This text within Chapter 7 should therefore just 
reference Appendix D.  The tables in Chapter 7 are unclear to the area/region that the 
emissions summaries are compiled.  It would be helpful to have tables for just Louisiana to 
evaluate in Chapter 7 (Including base case 2002, baseline 2002 and 2018). 
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Response:  The model used 2002 actuals for the stationary-point-source inventories which were 
provided by the individual states.  The EI used was statewide for Louisiana.  Similarly, the tables 
in Chapter 7 reflect 2002 Emissions Inventory for Louisiana. 

(b)  In addition to the baseline year and projected EI data, section 51.308(d)(4)(v) requires 
the EI, “include emissions for the most recent year for which data are available…The state 
must also include a commitment to update the inventory periodically.”  LDEQ should 
indicate how it has satisfied these requirements and where in its SIP this information can 
be found. 

Response:  Louisiana follows Federal rule by complying with CERR and AERR reporting 
requirements.  According to EPA, the purpose of CERR is to simplify reporting; the pollutants 
reported include SOx, VOC, NOx, Co, Pb, PM10, PM2.5 and NH3.  Updates for point sources are 
reported annually with the first year’s data being 2002; updates for area, onroad mobile, 
nonroad mobile and biogenics are reported on a triennial basis.  This reporting scheme will 
allow all data to be quality assured prior to use in the midcourse reports and 10 year revisions. 

13. Comment:  LDEQ should indicate how it has addressed Section 51.308(d)(4)(vi), which requires 
the SIP provide for “other elements, including reporting, recordkeeping, and other measures, 
necessary to assess and report visibility.” 
Response:   Louisiana complies with the PSD requirements for new and modified sources 
through LAC 33:III.509.P.—Sources Impacting Federal Class I Areas—Additional Requirements. 
 

14. Comment:  On page 10-4, LDEQ references Appendix I as containing the notes from its 
consultation meetings.  LDEQ should demonstrate how this information satisfies Section 
51.308(d)(1)(iv).  Region 6 is particularly interested in how this consultation may have informed 
LDEQ’s reasonable progress goal. 
Response:  Throughout the RH SIP process, LDEQ participated in meetings with CENRAP, VISTAS, 
EPA, and the FLMs to discuss the AOI surrounding Breton.  There were many discussions on the 
use of substitute data as well as what the regulated areas could do to reduce emissions that 
cause visibility impairment.  These meetings set the course on how LDEQ would begin to 
develop a control strategy toward the 2064 Visibility Goal through state and national program 
development.   
 

15. Comment: Section 51.308(d)(3)(v) requires that LDEQ consider, at a minimum, certain factors in 
developing a long term strategy.  In general, LDEQ addressed these requirements by making 
short statements which do not appear to demonstrate these factors were carefully considered.  
The following comments provide more specifically: 

(a).  On page 11-3, in response to the requirement of Section 51.308(d)(3)(v)(C) that 
LDEQ consider emission limitations and schedules for compliance to achieve its 
reasonable progress goal, LDEQ states that ongoing pollution control programs were 
sufficient to meets its reasonable progress goals through 2018.  LDEQ should provide a 
technical justification. 
Response:  See discussion added in Chapter 11, Section 11.3 Weight of Evidence. 
    
(b). On page 11-3, in response to Section 51.308(d)(3)(v)(B), which requires LDEQ to 
consider measures to mitigate the impact of construction activities, Louisiana states it 
may require visibility monitoring in any Class I area where preconstruction and post-
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construction of any new source or major modification may have an adverse impact on 
visibility in any Class I area.  
Response:  Louisiana issued Emergency Orders which allowed for repair; however if the 
unit had to be replaced, the facility was required to proceed with the normal permitting 
requirements.  This would include PSD determinations for visibility impairment. 
 
(c.) Section 51.308(d)(3)(v)(D) requires that LDEQ consider source retirement and 
replacement schedules in constructing its long term strategy.  LDEQ should demonstrate 
how it specifically considered these criteria in developing its long term strategy, 
particularly where these schedules would have a significant impact on regional emission 
loadings and on a State’s ability to achieve reasonable progress goals. 
Response:  The statutory factor of the remaining useful life of the source is applicable 
only to those measures which would require retrofitting of control devices at existing 
sources.  Louisiana’s long term strategy does not include the promulgation of any new 
rules which would cause the retrofitting of control devices at this time. 
 
(d). LDEQ should demonstrate how it has met Section 51.308 (d)(3)(v)(C) which requires 
that Louisiana consider emissions limitations and schedules for compliance to achieve 
the reasonable progress goal. 
Response:  Louisiana relied on the CAIR emission reductions of SO2 and NOx; the SO2 
and NOx reductions that would be gained from the National Refinery Initiative; the SO2 
reductions gained from the consent decree with Rhodia; and the national rules that 
have been implemented or will be implemented during the next 10 years.  Certainly if 
EPA believes that the national programs are enough to bring most of the continental 
United States into attainment for ozone by 2020, they also believe that the reductions 
will gain much in the way of combating visibility impairment.  More specific language 
has been incorporated into Chapter 11, Long Term Strategy. 
 
(e.) Section 51.308(d)(3)(V)(E) requires that Louisiana consider smoke management 
techniques for agricultural and forestry management purposes; consequently, the 
Louisiana RH SIP should do one of the following: 

i.) demonstrate through source apportionment or other methods that fire 
emissions are not a significant contributor to visibility impairment at Breton. 

ii.) Institute smoke management practices or techniques that reduce are fire 
emissions within the state.  

Response: LDEQ is actively participating in a workgroup to develop a comprehensive 
smoke management plan for the State of Louisiana.  The plan will be developed in 
accordance with the EPA’s Interim Air Quality Policy for Wildland and Prescribed Fires.  
We hope to have a plan in place by the end of the year 2008.     

 
16. Comment:  Section 3-7 of Appendix B discusses model performance evaluation of the 20% best 

and worst days.  LDEQ should explain how it has accounted for this level of modeling 
performance in its regional haze demonstration and how this may have been incorporated into 
LDEQ’s reasonable progress determination. 
Response:  The department acknowledges poor model performance.  While the CENRAP 
contractor was reporting modeling results, LDEQ was concerned with poor model performance 
for the Breton area but it did not then nor does it now have the resources to remodel ourselves.   
That part of uncertainty that resulted from this poor modeling performance in addition to poor 
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monitoring data is the reason why the LDEQ regional haze SIP postpones the decision to impose 
controls that may or may not address visibility issues at Breton until the next midcourse review.   
 

17. Comment:  Region 6 cannot determine where LDEQ has addressed Section 51. 308(d)(3), which 
requires “the long term strategy must include enforceable emission limitations, compliance 
schedules, and other measures as necessary to achieve the reasonable progress goals 
established by States having mandatory Class I Federal areas”. 
Response:   In this SIP, since the projected 2018 visibility is just above that on the glideslope and 
current poor model and monitoring performance, the long range strategy is to reassess visibility 
at the midcourse correction and also at 2018. 
 

18. Comment: On page 11-4,LDEQ does not discuss how it satisfies the requirements of Section 
51.308(d)(3)(v)(G), the anticipated net effect on visibility due to projected changes in point, 
area, and mobile source emission over the period addressed by the long term strategy.  
Response:   Although the department does not believe that the Alpine Geophysics analysis in 
Appendix H of the SIP is reflective of the current situation in Louisiana, with the refinery 
initiative consent decrees and the consent decree at Rhodia, it does believe that these 
reductions along with the reductions due to CAIR will reduce visibility impairing pollutants thus 
improving visibility, the amount of improvement is uncertain. 
 

19. Comment:  LDEQ should specify within its SIP that it will submit its SIP revisions, five year report 
and SIP adequacy determination by dates certain as specified in Section 51.308(f), (g) and (h). 
Response:  LDEQ has included a table in the SIP which outlines these dates. 
 

20. Comment:  LDEQ should ensure that it includes in its final SIP a description of how it addressed 
any comments provided by the FLMs, as required by Section 51.308(i)(3). 
Response:  LDEQ has included in its comment and response summary those comments 
addressed by the FLM.  Further, LDEQ participated in a telephone conference on November 5, 
2007, during which the department and participants discussed each comment individually.  The 
FLMs were given every courtesy afforded by the Clean Air Act. A copy of the comments is 
included in Appendix A, Public Notice and Participation. 
 

21. Comment:  LDEQ should include in its SIP procedures for continuing consultation between the 
State and FLMs as required by Section 51.308(i)(4). 
Response: LDEQ has included specific procedures for continuing consultation in Section 2.4 of 

the final SIP document. 

Forestry Comments: 

1. Comment:  Louisiana does not indicate if sources in central and northern Louisiana have a 
significant cumulative impact on visibility at the Caney Creek Wilderness Area; further, LDEQ 
does not indicate whether or not these specific sources should be included under reasonable 
progress. 
Response:  The year 2018 CENRAP CAMx source apportionment (PSAT) modeling analysis, see 
Figure 9.4, indicates the Class I areas potentially impacted by emissions from all of Louisiana 
facilities.  The impact at Caney Creek is just above 2 Mm-1, , which is low.   Central Class I Areas 
Consultation Plan which included Caney Creek did not name Louisiana sources as having an 
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impact on visibility at Caney Creek.  Therefore Caney Creek impacts were not included in the 
reasonable progress section. 
 

2. Comment:  Page 1-4, Section 1-3, paragraphs 4&5—Request by the US Forest Service that 
emission inventories from stationary sources within 300 km of Breton be reviewed from all 
states for potential visibility impacts to Breton. 
Response:  Louisiana will follow protocol or official guidance when assessing visibility impacts on 
Breton or Caney Creek.  Louisiana will continue to request emissions inventory information from 
those states in the area of influence; however it has control of only Louisiana. 
 

3. Comment:  CALPUFF modeling does not present a convincing case (in support of BART 
modeling) when discussing visibility impacts to Caney Creek Wilderness Area. 
Response:    The section was rewritten. 
 

4. Comment:  Please provide more information on the consultation plans and time line regarding 
Louisiana’s continued consultation process with States, tribes, and FLMs through the regional 
haze review and revision process. 
Response:  See commitment in Section 2.4   
 

5. See Comment 8, Part 2 in first section (EPA comments) 
 

6. Comment:  Section 6.1, page 6-2, paragraph 3—LA suggests that an IMPROVE monitor to 
replace that destroyed by Hurricane Katrina be relocated to a site near Lake Catherine, St. 
Bernard Parish, over 80 km from Breton by January 2008.  LA should include a summary of its 
analysis to chose this location, and conduct a similar analysis to locate the IMPROVE monitor in 
closer proximity to Breton, including an unprecedented option to locate the monitor near Gulf 
Port MS, approximately half the distance to Breton relative to Lake Catherine. 
Response:  Louisiana does not have jurisdiction of the IMPROVE monitor.  This is a federal 
program run by the IMPROVE Steering Committee, of which the Forest Service is a member. 
   

7. Comment: Louisiana should provide additional discussion and alternatives on tracking regional 
haze progress besides the IMPROVE network. 
Response:  See comment 11, EPA  
 

8. Comment:  Chapter 7, Emissions Inventory, should include a comprehensive summary without 
the need to fully investigate the highly technical appendix D. 
Response: Tables 7-1 and 7-2 provide a summary of the emission inventory. 
 

9. Comment: Emissions Inventory tables 7-1 and 7-2 should include biogenics for comparison. 
Response:  See comment 12, EPA 
 

10. Comment: Wants biogenic emissions included in tables 7-1 and 7-2 
Response:  LDEQ provided emission summaries on those emissions that can be reduced through 
control strategies.  Biogenics do not fit the category and therefore will not be included. 
 

11. Comment: Did the state conduct any source or category specific analysis on cost/benefit? Please 
provide analyses for in-state facilities. 
Response:  See attached work sheet for comment on cost of controls in Appendix K. 
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12. Comment: LDEQ suggests that models are used in a relative sense.  As requested, please provide 
a discussion in an appropriate section about use of RRFs. 
Response:  The sentence in section 8.5 referring to models being used in a relative sense has 
been removed.  The CENRAP contractor originally calculated baseline visibility, average baseline 
deciviews for the worst and best days, relative response factors, etc. for Breton.  The only 
results supplied to any of the CENRAP states is the Technical Support Document (TSD) at 
appendix B.  A discussion of using models in a relative sense is not included in the TSD.  Nor are 
baseline visibility calculations, average baseline deciviews for the worst and best days, relative 
response factors, etc. for Breton. 
 

13. Comment: Section 11.4, page 11-3, paragraph 3—Louisiana stated that “ongoing air pollution 
control programs were sufficient to meet RPGs through 2018.”  Commenter believes this 
statement has not been demonstrated. 
Response:  LDEQ believes that the national and state control strategy, coupled with the consent 
decree reductions will likely provide the state’s apportionment of emission reductions to meet 
the 2018 mark.  Poor CENRAP model performance for Breton and incomplete monitoring data 
makes analytical demonstration currently impossible. 
 

14. Comment:  Page 11-4 –Please include a more thorough discussion regarding Gulf emissions. 
Response:  Gulf emissions include marine vessels and offshore platforms.  An attempt was made 
to capture these in the CAMx source apportionment runs.  See  Section 2.11 MMS Off-shore Gulf 
of Mexico Emissions, 2.12, Off-shore Shipping Emissions,  and 5.4 PM Source Apportionment 
Modeling in the Technical Support Document. 

FLM Comments 
 

15. Comment:  Louisiana did not use the newly revised values and should incorporate them into 

their RH SIP. 

Response:  See Comment 8b, EPA 

 

16. Comment: Please provide more detailed information with respect to all inventories and the 

assumptions made with respect to their development.  While some inventory information may 

be found in other portions of the plan, it should also be clearly summarized in the SIP narrative. 

Response:  See Comment 12, EPA 

 

17. Comment:  Do the numbers in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 represent emissions from sources in the state 

or are they regional estimates. 

Response:  Emissions inventory summaries are for Louisiana only. 

 

18. Comment:  Discuss how emissions are projected to change and the consequences of such 

changes on meeting the state’s regional haze goals.  For example, the plan asserts that sulfur 

emissions are the primary visibility impairing pollutant, yet sulfur emissions associated with 

point and area sources are projected to increase. 
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Response:  The contractors grew the emissions inventory using EPA approved methods.  These 

methods predicted an increase in sulfur emissions; however, LDEQ has provided an emissions 

inventory for point sources from 2003-2006 which shows a decrease in sulfur.  With the onset of 

CAIR and the ULSD national rule, these emissions should continue to decrease.  See Appendix K. 

 

19. Comment:  The modeling performance assessment should be clearly described especially with 

respect to sulfates as they are identified as the primary visibility impairing pollutant of concern. 

Response:  The modeling performance is described in 3.7.3 Breton Island (BRET), Louisiana in 

the Technical Support Document.   The CENRAP contractor assessed model performance.  

Detailed information other than that in the technical support document was not supplied to the 

department. 

 

20. Comment: Please specify if a presumptive level, some declared level, or no additional controls 

were assumed in 2018. 

Response:    The technical support document on page reads “on the books” control strategies.  

The department believes this means the controls listed on page 11-2 and 3 of the SIP. 

 

21. Comment:  Figure 8.2 URP Glidepath for 20% Worst and Best Days, provides a graphic  

Illustration of future model predictions versus the URP.  Please include a discussion describing 

“method 1 prediction”.  Are Relative Reduction Factors incorporated into these graphs?  If RRFs 

are assumed, please provide a discussion of what these factors are and how they are integrated 

into Glidepath predictions. 

Response: Section 8.5 of the plan indicates that the uniform rate of progress glide paths were 

produced by drawing a line from the baseline observed visibility conditions for the 20 percent 

worst days to natural visibility conditions in 2064.  Neither model output nor relative reduction 

factors were used in the construction of the glide paths.  Therefore, no changes were made to 

the plan regarding how uniform rate of reasonable progress glide paths were produced. 

 

22. Comment:  AOI not addressed: 

Response:    The AOI in the Alpine Geophysics is addressed in Section 10. 

 

Bart comments on the Regional Haze SIP 

FLM and Forestry 

1. Comment: On page 9-2, the plan states, “Consistent with the Guidelines, LDEQ did not evaluate 

emissions of VOC and ammonia in BART determinations…” Guidelines do require that the state 

evaluate ammonia and VOCs for BART.  The state should consider either modeling these effects 

or provide an analysis on why these components are not significant contributors. 
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Response:  The department agrees with the comment.    A short analysis of BART VOC and 

ammonia emissions related to total VOC and ammonia emissions was added to the BART 

discussion. 

a. Also, figure 9.1 Cenrap Modeled 20% Worst Days, is said to illustrate that VOCs do not 

contribute significantly to light extinction at the various Class I area, however VOCs are 

not included in the figure.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment.  Figure 9.1 was removed and 

replaced by 3 figures exhibiting the Breton monitoring data which indicates ammonium 

sulfates to be the predominate contributor to light extinction at Breton. 

2. Comment: Please reconcile the information on page 9-4 with the information presented in 

Figure 9.1.  The plan states that there are 7 Class 1 areas that experience a modeled impact over 

1.0 deciview from sources located in Louisiana.  However, 9.1 illustrates impacts at carious Class 

I areas in terms of light extinction (Mm-1).  Please correlate these units, so that it is clear how 

Louisiana sources affect the evaluated Class I areas.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment.  Figure 9.1 was renamed figure 9.4 and 

the text now indicates impacts at various Class I areas in terms of Mn-1. 

 

3. Comment: The BART discussion provided on pages 9-4 and 9-5 is confusing and needs further 

elaboration.  The discussion of BART screening performed by the state seems to be a blend of 

modeled impacts of 0.5 deciview, development of an “artificial model” and an analysis of back 

trajectories.  More information is needed to effectively describe methods used by the State in 

identification of the BART subject sources.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment and that section has been rewritten. 

a. For sources screened using an “artificial model” approach, a comparative analysis 

should be included to illustrate that the scenarios are “worst case”.  The plan needs to 

describe how the selected emission characteristics represent “worst case” conditions 

and how these conditions are indicators that sources at further distances will not have a 

higher impact.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment and a sentence has been added 

to indicate that the stack height is more than twice that of any other Louisiana  BART 

source that is closer to Class 1 areas to the north and west. 

 

4. Comment: Pages 9-7 & 9-8: Supplementary artificial model examples are presented and used to 

eliminate BART eligibilities.  Please provide additional information to support this inclusion, 

including discussion on how selected emission characteristics represent “worst –case” scenarios, 

and would prevent examples of more distance sources from showing higher impacts than the 

example set.  Also, because the back trajectories in Figure 9.2 and 9.3 indicate even one day 

residence within LA corresponding to the 20% worst days, it is not reasonable to conclude that 

those BART facilities in LA show no impact to either Sipsey or Mammoth Cave.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment.  Figures 9.2 and 9.3 have been removed 

and replaced with VISTAS supplied residence times and are influence charts indicating no 

Louisiana facility impact at either Sipsey or Mammoth Cave. 
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5. Comment: The plan includes a list of BART sources, but no final decisions have been expressed.  

We are including comments specific to the three BART determinations included in Appendix G of 

the RH SIP.   

Response: The department agrees with the comment.   Language has been included that reads 

that the department has approved the BART determinations and the proposed controls will be 

included in air permits. 

 

6. Comment: Both figures 9.4 and 9.6 are labeled BART Source CalPUFF Screening 2001.  Please 
clarify and also include a discussion explaining the information presented in Figure 9.4, 9.5 and 
9.6.   
Response: The department agrees with the comment.  Figure 9.6 was inadvertently repeated, 
the 2003 figure has been added.   Figures 9.4, 9.5, and 9.6 have been renamed figures 9.9, 9.10, 
and 9.11 and a sentence describing the information in these figures has been added. 
 

7. Comment: The state does not provide sufficient information to fully evaluate BART steps or 

provide a conclusion on the sources requiring BART determinations.  In cases where BART is 

being established through other programs (i.e. consent decree) the state must show that the 

final action results in controls that would be at or better than those achieved through a full 

BART determination.   

Response:  The department does not agree with the comment.  40 CFR 51 Appendix Y includes 

guidelines for determining the costs of compliance for BART controls.  The Guidelines do not 

specifically address how to determine the costs of compliance when a facility is subject to a 

consent decree.  The department assumed that the costs required by the consent decree were 

solely associated with the consent decree and this implied that the same costs associated due to 

a BART requirement were then $ 0.  Thus, for ConocoPhilips, the cost effectiveness was the 

reduction of 6300 tons of visibility impairing pollutants at a cost of $0.  For Rhodia, the cost 

effectiveness was the reduction of 9000 tons of visibility impairing pollutants also at $0.   

Looking at this in a completely different way, EPA has determined that the Clean Air Interstate 

Rule (CAIR) may satisfy BART requirements (40CFR 51.308(e)(4)) if the state participates in the 

EPA administered trading programs .  In Louisiana there are 35 facilities that are subject to CAIR 

and Louisiana has two EPA approved CAIR SIPs (72 FR 55064, September 28, 2007 and 72 FR 

39741, July 20, 2007) that rely on the EPA’s trading programs.  EPA estimates that the CAIR 

program will result in total 2015 Louisiana electrical generating units (EGUs) NOx and SO2 

emissions of 92,000 tons.  The department’s emission inventory indicates 2006 EGU NOx and 

SO2 emissions to be 160,182 tons.  There is a difference of 68,182 tons between the 2006 actual 

and the 2015 projected emissions or about 2000 tons per facility.  The Rhodia consent decree 

reduces SO2 by 9000 tons and the ConocoPhillips consent decree reduces NOx and SO2 by 6300 

tons, both more than triple the CAIR average.  Since EPA determined that CAIR is better than 

BART then it appears that these consent decrees are also better than BART 
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EPA Comments: 

1. Comment: Ammonia discussion/TAP discussion.  If LDEQ is counting on emission reductions 

from this program as part of its regional haze strategy, it should provide the detail necessary for 

Region 6 to access it.   

Response:  The department does not agree with the comment.  EPA Region 6 has been receiving 

air toxic emissions data as part of the 105 grant for years.  EPA should already know that since 

the promulgation of the state Air Toxics rule ammonia emissions have decreased from 50.5 

million pounds in 1991 to 10.4 million pounds in 2005 for a decrease of about 80%.  While the 

department is not counting on the Air Toxics Rule as part of its regional haze strategy,  it is 

counting on the rule to maintain those ammonia emission reductions.  

2. Comment: Please provide rationale for choosing 0.05 dv as the BART screening model threshold.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment and a short rationale has been added. 

 

3. Comment: Word-smithing tweak requested on Page 9-3 “Initially, model-like facilities…from the 

BART requirement.”   

Response: The department agrees with the comment, the whole chapter has been rewritten. 

 

4. Comment: Trajectories comment same as FLM and Forestry.   

Response: The department agrees with your comment.  See response to comment 4 from FLM 

above. 

 

5. Comment: On page 9-7, LDEQ references Appendix E as including a spreadsheet containing the 

ratio of the total visibility impairing emissions to the distance to Class I areas.  However, 

Appendix E only contains a listing of potential BART eligible units and does not contain their 

distances to Class I areas or the stated ratio.  Since that information appears central to LDEQ’s 

BART elimination strategy, LDEQ should revise Appendix E accordingly.   

Response:  The department agrees with your comment.  The spreadsheets listing BART-eligible 

units and their distances to the Class I areas have been included in the Chapter. 

 

6. Page 9-1: Include additional information that describes in detail how it selected those sources 

listed in E to be BART eligible.   

a. Facilities initially identified 

b. Survey response verification 

Response:  The department agrees with your comment.   Additional information has been 

added to that section. 

 

7. Comment: From the documentation on the hybrid BART screening modeling discussed on pages 

9-7 through 9-14 some of the methodologies conducted and steps in the methodology are 

unclear.  Appendices E-G appear to contain some of the BART engineering analyses and some 

tables and charts on the hybrid analysis, but not sufficient write-up to allow full review of the 

methodology and conclusions that were made.  Links to where the modeling files can be 

downloaded for review or otherwise obtained should be included in the SIP write-up.  In 
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general, LDEQ should revise this part of Chapter 9 to provide more detail on this strategy.  In 

particular, LDEQ should address the following: 

a. See comment 5 

b. For the Caney Creek strategy, LDEQ states that instead of using a model plant approach, 

it modeled Smurfit Stone Container Enterprise and ChemTrade Refinery Services.  LDEQ 

should provide more details on this strategy and how it effectively covers the ten other 

facilities that LDEQ states are closer to Caney Creek, and how the Graphic Packaging 

International facility is related to this investigation. 

c. For the Breton strategy, LDEQ should explain how modeling the Conoco facility led to 

modeling Big Cajun 2, which led LDEQ to send letters to ten facilities requesting they 

perform refined CALPUFF modeling.  It is also unclear if SO2 predominant sources were 

screened out based on the PM 2.5 modeling conducted by Big Cajun 2. 

Response:  The department agrees with your comments.  The entire BART chapter has 

been rewritten to provide for more clarity. 

 

8. Comment: LDEQ should discuss their final BART determinations that are contained in Appendix 

G in detail within the main section of the SIP, demonstrate how these facilities completed their 

respective five factor analyses under 51.308(e)(1)(iii)-(v) were satisfied, if applicable.   

Response:  The department agrees with the comment.  Language will be added to satisfy this 

comment. 

 

9. Comment: Although the impact of CAIR on BART is discussed briefly on page 9-8, LDEQ should 

expand this section so this is clear to the reader.  LDEQ should still make an affirmative 

determination for fossil-fuel fired power plants having a total generating capacity greater than 

750 megawatts pursuant to the BART guidelines, as required under 51.308(e)(1)(ii)(B).  Region 6 

understands that due to its CAIR participation this demonstration will be limited but it should 

still be made.  LDEQ should also demonstrate how it has satisfied 308(e)(4) concerning CAIR 

documentation. 

Response:  The department agrees with your comment.  Language will be added to the BART 

chapter to address CAIR participation. 
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Example Natural Background Calculation for Breton 

The coefficients below were chosen at 90% relative humidity 

Fs(RH)Small Sulfate--- 4.9 

FL(RH)Large Sulfate--- 3.53 

Fs(RH)Small Nitrate— 4.9 

FL(RH)Large Nitrate— 3.53 

Fss(RH)Sea Salt—5.12 

From VIEWS 

Rayleigh—11 

 

The new refined IMPROVE algorithm with Trijonis’ estimates for natural conditions: 

 

2.2* Fs(RH)Small Sulfate * 0.227355 +4.8* FL(RH)Large Sulfate * 0.002645 

+2.4* Fs (RH)Small Nitrate * 0.0995 +5.1* FL (RH) Large Nitrate* 0.0005 

+2.8* Small Organic Carbon* 1.302 +6.1* Large Organic Carbon* 0.098 

+10*0.02 +1*0.5 +1.7* Fss (RH)Sea Salt * Sea Salt +0.6*3 

+ Rayleigh= 32.95972928 

 

 

10*LN(32.95972928/10)= 11.92701398 
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